ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
he business world, in recent memory, hasn"t been as focused as ever on business leaders" pattern of spending. This can be explained by the recent economic downturn but also as direct results of the recent debacles from top executives misconduct and mismanagement of their firm"s asset. Between 2002 and 2007, the popular business media reported on several ethics breaches on the part of CEOs and top executives of large firms on almost regular basis. But as firms are trying to correct those executives transgression, they are also facing another dilemma in hiring their replacement and making sure that previous mistakes won"t be repeated. As a result, legislations and policies are being drafted, daily decisions are being scrutinized, and lessons are being drawn. Given the extension of such problems in the industry, one cannot stop from asking whether it was not preventable and that companies can catch the problem before it becomes a major issue. The structure of many public firms do allow for an oversight of executive offense through board activism for instance, but a more poignant question is about the possibility of turning toward simpler leadership approach where it would be possible to anticipate the outcome of leaders attitude towards achieving profitable results. The management literature does offer some insight into this age old problem through agency theory (Donaldson, 1990 ) and stewardship theory (Donaldson and Davis, 1991) . In all, the underlying principle of those theories is that business leaders were entrusted as caretaker of the organization, and are allowed to make the calls on the use of firms" resources to their best judgment.
They are given allowance for personal judgment in their decision making, which theoretically should always be in line with the benefit of the company. The operational word here is: "personal judgment". As such, leaders" behavior is therefore guided by their interpretation of "personal judgment" which can be traced through the (monetary) results of their activities and the costs of such effort. Some leaders believe that "it takes money to make money", while some strongly consider a more conservative approach, thinking that the responsibility entrusted to them by the shareholders requires them to adopt a careful spending and use of company resources. The latter approach is often guided by a desire to align their personal judgment to shareholders expectations (i.e., maximizing profit).
The following research questions are addressed in this paper:

Can individual leaders have their own distinguishable financial signature, which in turn is traceable through the firm"s financial results?  Will it be possible to use the financial signature as a framework to control executives" behavior, and eventually use it as part of the firm"s strategy formulation?
The paper starts with a review of the leadership theories and the proposed concept of outcome-based leadership. A description of the procedures used in the study will then follow. A discussion of the results and an assessment of the proposed framework are finally presented.
LITERATURE REVIEW
A great deal of work in management research have been focused on leadership, with special attention to the assumption that leadership is a solution to the problem of collective effort in the corporate world, which attributed a special importance to leaders and their influence on the fate of their organizations. A review of the current leadership theories (trait, behavioral, participative, situational, contingency, transactional, and transformational theories) reveals such deficiency, which directly points toward the need for an outcome-based perspective of leadership theory. This study argues that the absence of performance-based view of leadership comes from an "agency" outlook on corporate leaders, which views top managers in the modern firms as agents whose interests may diverge from those of their principals --the shareholders --where both parties are utility maximizers. In another words, the current perspective on leadership often fail to add the "stewardship" roles of corporate leaders, in which their motives should be aligned with the objectives of their principals. This tension between agency and stewardship is nothing new in the management literature, yet it could be one of critical elements of Leadership. The value creation responsibility of a corporate leaders lies between the preservation of the firms" assets and profit maximization, which are both entrusted to top managers. The addition of "stewardship" role of leaders lead to the explanation of direct influence that they have on their firm"s financial results, which can be used as one of their leadership measure. This can be achieved by the assessment of their resource utilization and value-adding propensity in the course of performing their "stewardship" and "agency" roles.
Moreover, there is a universal attitude and assumption that corporate leaders are the embodiment of their corporation, with the implication that their firm"s performance is in direct relation with the personal behavior of such leaders. While there has always been an ongoing debate between the purposeful (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and hapless (Hannan & Freeman, 1977) organization, the unchanging common trait of those two types of organizational archetype has always been leadership influence. The latter has always perceived as having social influence and goal setting role (Bass, 1990 ; Zaccaro and Klimoski, 2001), which should have been used as a basis for evaluating organizations as the resultant of leaders work. The explanations in the field however diverge from the leadership theories: economic factors are used to explain organizational decisions (Porter, 1980; 2009) ; and explanations that appear to be independent from the individuals involved in the work are often used to investigate corporate financial outcomes. Yet, everyday conversations and popular business press always closely associate every decision to the leaders" personal traits. In this work, the focus will be on the importance of the imprint that corporate leaders have on their organizations and how does it affect the outcome of the firm. A measure of such unique imprint will be ultimately proposed in this study.
Corporate leaders, specifically CEOs, in their executive role are perceived as not having personal marks on their organization. The general assumption in the management field is that they are acting as the main executor of the firms" strategy and that they can be shaped by the organization, i.e., they can adapt to the corporate strategy as they move from one firm to another. Analyses of decision trends of individual CEOs however can point to the fact that CEOs have partiality towards certain financial management style, which will affect the performance of their firm (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) . Such preference may be traceable, and therefore measureable, in the organizational outcomes. This is not anything new despite its apparent absence in many organizational behavior and leadership theories. Cyert & March (1963) already argued that decision outcomes such as those that are done at the level of CEOs are the product of behavioral factors rather than "mechanical quest for optimization". Bounded rationality, coupled with multiple and conflicting goals that reflect multiple options, and varying economic motivations, all conspire to fail any techno-economic approach to the process of leading an organization. Behavioral components always stand in the way of the CEOs decision process, leaving the opportunity for her to use personal management styles in performing her leadership role. This has been observed very early on by Scott and Mitchel (1972) that the leader"s values can directly affect their perceptions: it is very possible that a decision maker can arrive at a set of perceptions that suggest a certain choice but discarded that choice on the basis of values.
METHODOLOGY
The following section outline the procedures employed in this research and the sources of data. A two step approach was used in this work:

A classification work to improve the framework that was developed in the literature review, which generated a better typology of leaders, in conformance to Prince"s finding (2005).  Data Analysis, using two types of financial measures: (a) resource utilization, which determines the pattern of expenses and investments by the firm and (b) value adding capacity, which determines the financial results as outcome of the leader"s decision.
Classification steps for estimating Financial Signature
A review of the role of corporate leaders points to two main characteristics that are at the heart of their leadership approach: resource utilization and value adding. While resource utilization is the measure of how she uses resources and spends money, value adding is an indication of the degrees at which she makes an effort at improving the company"s products and services towards higher profits. In this work, these two characteristics will be used as a concrete measure of the leader"s performance. It is assumed that most decisions that the corporate leader make involve either of those two factors. Prince (2004) indicates that the leader"s financial signature is determined by their attitude towards resources utilization and propensity for value adding activities, which will always be reflected in their behavior. Indeed, the combination of those two factors will drastically affect the firm"s performance as indicated by Figure 1 .
Figure 1. Resource Utilization vs. Value Adding
A close analysis of these two factors provides an indication of the efficiency of the managerial style that the leader is using (see Figure 1) . Specifically, the types of resource utilization/value adding preferred by the leaders show the following outcome:  High/High: when the leader believes that one has to spend money to make money, by supporting sales, marketing, research and development, or even the CEOs personal expenses; while at the same time no expenses were spared in improving the company products. Often, this approach favors products that have achieved high market penetration that will ultimately lead to very profitable product. Unfortunately, the organization"s survival is at stake if this strategy does not work. The personal style of such leader can be characterized as extravagant, with very high expenses that failed CEOs are often entangled into misconduct due to the pressure for high expense as was the case for the CEO of Tyco in the early 2000s.  Low/Low: at the opposite of the previous strategy is a leader that favors very lowest value in utilizing resources and designing products. Such approach often results in very limited investments for building bare bone products that meet customers" expectations, and restricting therefore the potential for returns. These types of leader often end up running underperforming company that is lagging behind its competitors. Often, the CEOs in this category is focused on short term revenue and with no concern for future development.  High/Low: these are the leaders with very strong vision for their products. These types of leaders often are very passionate about their products that they are personally involved in the development of the product. It is often possible that such leaders are willing to forgo short-term benefits for what is perceived to be the much larger profit in the longer term, justifying therefore the high resource utilization.  Low/High: these are the CEOs that are low on resource utilization. They grudgingly spend money and will forever find ways to cut costs. Extreme cost controls are often the main concern of such leaders.
In sum, approaches to using resources available to the CEOs, coupled with their propensity to add value to products not only determine the performance of the firm, but also reflect the financial signature of such leaders. Figure 1 shows the relationship between value adding and resource utilization, which is the basis for identifying and measuring such signature.
Using corporate historical data gives the opportunity of using a simpler way to characterize the financial signature. Simple financial metrics from such source would reduce the potential complexity of operationalizing the financial signature concept. We decided therefore to use the gross margin, or the difference between revenues and direct costs of gaining those revenues, as a measure of earning potential for the firm. It can safely be used as an estimate of the leader"s ability to add value, especially if the leader"s tenure is long enough to affect the company"s strategies. Resource utilization can be estimated from the company expenses as a proportion of revenue. These two values (i.e., gross margin and resource utilizations) were used to estimate the financial signature of the company leader by locating the firm in the framework developed in Figure 1. 
Sample Selection
A random sample of companies (n=57) from the Fortune500 database was created in this study, based on their CEO tenure and the completeness of the financial information availability between 1990 and 2005. The names of some of the organizations may have changed during that period. However we are using the most recent company name as indicated in Table 1 .
Financial results for each company in the sample were computed to obtain the resulting information in 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Each of the two financial signature components Resource Utilization Behavior (R), and Value-Adding Propensity (V) was evaluated at three levels of intensity, low (L) to medium (M) to high (H). This resulted in nine possible combinations or typologies of CEOs financial signatures as shown in Figure 2 . Our sample CEOs are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 according to their financial signatures, in light of the intensity of the resource utilization behavior and resource utilization propensity. CEOs were classified into the following categories:
this is the type of leader that has a very low risk tolerance and will never speculate. She has a very low level of value adding propensity, which is offset by extreme thriftiness. Such a leader may also have a very well implanted products and services that rarely need updating or changes. Such may be the case for Caterpillar Inc. The type of CEOs in this category tends to the details and is very control oriented.  Arbitrageur: this is the type of leader that seeks returns with decent returns without much risk. The main objective of such CEO is on return on investment, but not so much that she will pursue absolute minimum to pursue the opportunity. The sample in this study did not have any arbitrageur CEOs, as they cannot be found in mass-market retail or other commodity products: usually, she favors higher returns than these areas can bring.
 Bucaneer: this is the type of CEO that wants very high returns for very low expenditures. She tends to be a lone wolf, with no competitors, as she would have typically figured out how to achieve high returns on investment by means that no one has thought out before. Our sample did not include this type of leader.  Trader: This type of CEO is a leader for smaller company who like to pursue ventures without much available financing. She lives to buy low-value products and selling them for a high-enough gross margin to cover costs and any deficit from her investment activities. She is on the lower end of the value adding spectrum. This type of leader must constantly speculate to ensure a continuous flow of earnings. From our samples, many of the successful CEOs leading companies that offer innovative products that requiring internal R&D investments fall into this category.  Consolidator: This type of leader is a fairly cautious one. Very careful in her transaction, she shies away from cuttrhroat, low margin businesses. She will never make major investments; she invests enough to keep gross margins up. Adding rather than developing is the mantra for this type of leader.  Profiteer: This type of leader is always seeking very high value adding but does not want to utilize too many resources. This requires her to look for a lower-risk product with high gross margins. These will be products with shorter development cycles that provide revenue in the short term. Unfortunately, this CEO may have missed the opportunity to have an even higher gross margin by adopting such attitude towards resource utilization. Many organizations favor this type of CEO as she is a reliable moneymaker with her ability to make a lot of money with high gross margin, coupled with medium levels of resource utilization.  Mercantilist: this is the type of leader who likes to explore uncharted market with the generous financial backing of the company. Her specialty is to build empires and promote speculative ventures. She often requires high level of resources to support sales and marketing, or research and development, but there is not any concern about adding values to the products. This CEO is very good at increasing market share, using risky and speculative management style.  Conglomerator: this type of CEO is another type of empire builder, but with a preference towards adding values, though not too much. Her style is to build a portfolio of products through internal development or acquisition. While this leader likes to speculate in developing her portfolio, she is able to generate adequate revenue growth and market share to keep her company in the black.  Venture Capitalist: This is the type of CEO who believes that it takes money to make money and that it will require significant investment and patience to obtain the product that she wants. She is has a high level of tolerance for risk though. Her style is such that the majority of her investment will not result in profit, but those very few that are successful will generate very high returns.
An analysis of our sample data, using company return and expenses show a classification that matches the above categories as indicated in Figure 3 and Figure 4 .
CONCLUSION
CEOs, in the process of assuming two distinctive roles of agent and steward, not only have a strong influence on their firm"s financial outcome, but also exhibit specific level of propensity to conserving or spending resources that is a direct reflection of their ability to govern in relation to their stakeholders expectations. The framework presented in this study uses the financial results that were generated from the CEO"s action. It shows that leaders can be evaluated by the outcome of their work, and that it is possible to implement such assessment by linking manager personality to company financial and valuation outcome. The outcome of such analysis provides insights that traditional leadership approaches do not offer, given the focus on organizational performance.
The implication of our study is that the financial signature adds a new dimension to the current leadership and organizational behavior theories and may offer more opportunities in understanding corporate misconduct and ethical issues at the CEO level. We believe that the concept of outcome-based leadership, through the financial signature, will benefit managers as it would show them the link between managerial finance impact at all levels of the company; it also provides practical ways to improve their own performance in terms of valuation and creation of shareholder value. Whereas for Board Members, it presents an opportunity to use an objective tool in the selection of a company leader, appraisal, development, and support; it can also be used as an assessment tool in leadership evaluation. Finally, the financial signature concept is also a valuable tool for shareholders and investors: stockholders can use it to predict leadership performance and assessment of the likelihood of achieving target returns, while investment bankers can add it to their collection of valuation tools. 
